REMARKS 

Claims 1. 2, 4-9, 11-21, and 23- 36 are pending. Claims i, 14 5 26 . 29 and 33 are 
independent, favorable reconsideration and further examination are respectfully requested. 
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The examiner rejected claims 1, 2, 4-9, i 1-21, and 23- 28 under 35 U.S.C. K)1 asbeim 
directed io non-statutory .subject matter because, according to the Examiner on page .?. of ihc 
Office Action. ts fijhe presently rejected claims fail to disclose statutory form." 

Claim 1 has been amended to clarify that the process is compattT^mplemented. that th 
first and second link weighting processes are performed by one or more processors, and that ti 
first and second arrays arc stored in memory. 

Applicants submit that because claim I requires the process to be implemented by a 
computer and recites elements of a computer which execute various functions ofihe claimed 
process, claim I recites statutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C. 101. . Although the MPEP $ 
2106.0! recognizes that computer-implemented processes (e.g., computer programs; per se rn; 

\ , 5 i'a ii i - v^i p ^ V t v ■> p e ^ ^ ! ! 

structural and functional interrelationships between the computer program arid oilier claimed 
elements of a computer permit the computer program's functionality to be realized are statute?- 



toraay's Dock! No.: 50984-54OOO1 
Client R.ef.: P25S 



iknoiicaaHiy to be .realized, in ■ contrast, a claimed computer-readable medium 

structural and functional sMerfelatio&sbips between die computer pragma sad 
the rest of the coaagnacr which permit the computer progr&sa's ikssctksiiaHiy to be 
realized. Mid k thus statutory, See lowiy, 32 FJd at 1583-84, 32 USP02d ai 
ie5J,|MPEP§ 2106.01] 

Ai.eeK\".e.A, App-xv:^ hubris* t.mt <. \irn i ^"vd.-s ; .:if<.;cn; 'tmctesal arc .ur.e^oa,/ 
relationships between the coim>uicr-mmlemented process and components of the computer (e g., 
one or more processors and memory) to permit the process to be realized, and is thus statutory. 

Independent claims 14, 26. 29, and 33 recite similar limitations of claim L and are thus 
statutory for at least the foregoing reasons Accordingly, Applicants submit mat the subject 
matter of claims 1,2,4-9, 1 S-2S, and23- 28 is statutory and respectfully request that the 101 
rejections based on non-statutory subject matter be withdrawn. 

The hxammer rejected claims 1, 2, 4-9, 11-21. and 23- 36 under 35 U.S.C. 101 for 
{1} "lack[ingj patentable utility/* and 
{.':.! 'Mailfmgi to produce a tangible result/' 

In response to statement i \ }, Applicants submit that the claims indeed have patentable 
utility, namely the method of claim 1 enables an application (e.g., a search engine? to rank the 
relevance of a link between a first internet object (e.g.. a query Q2) and a sect aid Internet object 
(e.g.. a document 131) even if the first and second Internet objects arc not directly related and/or 
there is no information available concerning the relevance of second Internet object in relation to 
the first Internes object (see Applicant's specification at page 9, lines 12-24). The strength of the 
inferred relation determined in claim 1 represents the relevance of the link between the Internet 
objects. Based on the strength of the inferred relation, the application arranges the second object 
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in a group of search results returned to a user. For example, as described in Applicant's 
specification at page 7, lines 7-9, when a search engine provides a list of search r esults in 
response to query being entered into the search engine, the individual entries in list are orde 
or arranged in the l.usi according to their perceived level of relevance. 

Applicant's specification on page S, lines 17-21, describes further useful purposes o 
method recited in claim 1 : 



of searcfeisg for jafonaation oa the Menset are combined so deliver more robust 

directly linked. Noa-existest links between. .Internet objects cm be bferred as a 
result of exaisajjiog these rdalbrisMps. .Further, during the process, the sireagth 



Claim 1 clearly possesses a. specific and substantial ntihty, namely determining a str 
of an inferred relation between a first Internet object and a second Internet object and arrant 
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application (e.g., a .search engine) to quantify the relevance of a link between a first Internes 
object {e.g., a query Q2) and a second Internet object (e.g., a document Dl) by determining the 
strength of an inferred relation between a first internet object and a second Internet object. 1 he 
firs!, and second internet objects may not be directly related and/or there may be no infonruumn 
available concerning the relevance of second Internet object in relation to the first Internet 
object. The strength of the interred relation is used to arrange the second Internet object within 
group of returned internet objects that are associated with the first Internet object. Such an 
arrangement indicates the relevance of die second .Internet Object with respect to the other 
Internet objects of the group. Thus, the relumed group of Internet objects, in which the second 
Internet object Is arranged according to the strength of the inferred relation, constitutes a 
practical, real -world (i.e., tangible) result For at least the foregoing reasons. Applicants submit 
that claim I possesses patentable utility and produces a tangible result. 

f K ( <'->*\,< f v M <fv Ot,^e ^ >'■> < ' *i < , 2 "f 
Applicants note that the current Office Action does not contain any rejections based on 
prior art. All of the rejections of the Office Action are based on .15 U.S.C. § 101. The Office 
Action also does not include any substantive response to Applicants' amendments and argument 
submitted in response to the ait rejections of the previous Office Action of May 16, 2006. 
Although, the Examiner states on page 2 of the Office Action, that "Applicant's arguments with 
respect to claims 1-36 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
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rejectioT':..'' die Examiner has not provided any s u "V it 1 v < i > <. > 
the 10J rejections) were necessitated by Appin ihpu «sv.» v t n*. i «. 5 v 
Therefore, Applicant is at a loss to understand u > Ik 5 uw* <. Jv ^1 iv 
previous arguments to the prior art rejections 1 t b v \ » 1 * >, 1 t. t 1 a 
Applicant assume thai the Examiner considers >u «. is n t s t t 1 >-> * 
Accordingly, Applicants submit that claim 1 is aiiowaoie. 

Amended independent claims 14, 26 t ? ) fcP> Min. i *n 5 > v 5 
those described above with respect to claim 1. x k*. ~«. j * v \> v * * u 1 . 
at least the same reasons noted abo ve. 

Each oft.be dependent claims is , soKl to k « « » v, v » ♦ *k 
invention. Bach dependent claim paria^ * ku * » <. \u"\^ > o« * kv\ u v. 1 
and, as such, ha? not been addressed spc "• h i 

It is believed that ail of the pend* v .- ■> s i^e ct 01 < at - -sed. However, ihe absence 
of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above 
■5 s 01 V'\'< . 1 <.re n ^ K Ko>ei s ,o. p ^n h t<- s v o v J v. < ism 
othe v >«*' ns N i\ A ! ^ e lot been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as 
an i \t \\n iv. v,s « ,x issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this 
pare uu* *\e ,v e xi t xtnt of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of 
unp uno 1 * o" v dm prior to its amendment. 
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in view of the foregoing amendments and remarks. Applicants respectfully submit that 
the application is in condition for allowance, and such action is respectfully requested at the 
Examiners earliest convenience. 

Applicants' undersigned attorney can be reached at the address shown below, AD 
telephone calls should be directed to the undersigned at 6I7-521-7S96'. 

Enclosed is a one-month Petition for Extension of Time rVe. Please apply any charge 
deficiencies or credits to Deposit Account No 06 1 050, referencing Attorney Docket No. 1 9084- 
540001. 
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